Introduction

1
In 1993, the sociologist of science Toby Huff published The Rise of Early Modern Science: Islam, China, and the West, the second edition of which appeared in 2003.
2 The book's ambition-an investigation into why modern science emerged in Western Europe and not in China or the Muslim world-was reflected in the impressive amount of secondary literature that the author consulted. In brief, Huff concluded that both Islamdom and China had lacked the institutional structures developed in early modern Europe that would have facilitated the emergence of what he called "neutral zones" of scientific inquiry.
3 By 1 A version of this paper was presented at the 2008 AAR conference in Chicago. I would like to thank the panel's commentator, Mohammad Fadel, for his insightful comments, and Toby Jones and Nathalie Peutz for their close and helpful readings of an early draft of this paper. I am also grateful to Kareem Khalifa, who was kind enough to talk through some of the theoretical issues raised by the relationship between law and science with me. Finally, I am deeply grateful to Asad Ahmed and Behnam Sadeghi for their careful readings of this paper, their numerous corrections and many helpful suggestions. They saved me from many embarrassing mistakes. All views expressed here are, of course, my own.
2 All references here are to the second edition.
3 What Huff meant precisely by "neutral zones" is unclear to this author. The closest he comes to defining them precisely is as follows (Rise, 219): "The problem was not internal and scientific, but sociological and cultural. It hinged on the problem of institution building. If in the long run scientific thought and intellectual creativity in general are to keep themselves alive and advance into new domains of conquest and creativity, multiple spheres of freedom-what we may call neutral zones-must exist within which large groups of people can pursue their genius free from the censure of political and religious authorities. In addition, certain metaphysical and philosophical assumptions must accompany this freedom. Insofar as science is concerned, individuals must be conceived to be endowed with reason, the world must be thought to be a rational and consistent whole, and various levels of universal representation, participation, and discourse must be available. It is precisely here that one finds that great weaknesses of Arabic-Islamic civilization as an incubator of modern science." focusing on the reception and debate of ideas within a larger public sphere, Huff emphasized social, cultural, and civilizational factors, instead of technological or narrowly scientific ones. 4 Reviews of the first edition, while mixed, were generally positive, and the publication of a second edition ten years after the first speaks to the book's having reached a substantial audience.
5 Perhaps of most interest to students of the Muslim world was an exchange between Huff and the historian of Islamic science George Saliba, that took place shortly before the appearance of the book's second edition.
6 Saliba took issue with Huff 's definition of "neutral spaces," and argued forcefully that the rise of modern science in Modern Europe was best explained with reference to the economic boost that Europe received from its conquest of the New World, instead of being due to a decline in astronomical thought in the Muslim world.
7 Saliba's other criticisms generally coincide with those in some of the initial reviews of Huff 's book: that asking the question of when modern science arose is tautological as it presupposes a simplistic conception of modern science being inherently Western;
8 that Huff lacked a sufficient command of the history of astronomy; 9 and that in his focus on cultural or civilizational factors which may have hindered or facilitated the production and spread of scientific knowledge, Huff had made statements that bordered on racist.
10 Despite the criticisms of Huff 's work, I have found the way 4 Huff, Rise, 219. 5 A brief survey of major journals reveals quite disparate responses to the book. Crombie's review was entirely positive, and the reviews of Elman and Restivo largely so, while Lindberg was more critical, and Major and Henry discussed the book in solely negative terms. 6 The exchange between Saliba and Huff appeared in three installments in the 9 In addition to the reviews cited in the previous note, see also Saliba, "Flying Goats." 10 Henry, in his review of Early Modern Science, 102, writes: "Surely we are not meant to conclude that Western civilization is more rational [than Islam or China] because its constituent members are more rational than Arabs or Chinese?" Saliba, for his part, goes as far to say (in "Flying Goats"): "At this late date, is it still possible for a serious scholar to be so enthralled by Oriental racism that he is incapable of perceiving even the slightest difference between Muslim circles in the West (whatever that means) and the various conditions of Muslims in Brunei, Indonesia, India,
